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Claim Rejections - 35 USC Sec. 103 

Cancel rejected base Claims 29 and 30. 

The examiner has rejected the arguments made by applicant in the Amendment filed 
11/30/2005, stating that the applicant's arguments are "more specific than what is actually 
claimed'. 

Specifically, in the action section 2 "Responses to Argument", the examiner states that 
"The claims fail to recite that the stand-offs must keep the circuit board at a distance away from 
the split ring." The examiner also states: "The applicant attempts to further add limitations to 
the claims through the arguments, such as adding the limitations of how the wing operates with 
respect to various other members." The examiner has also objected to the use of the phrase 
"adapted to" 

Applicant now presents new Claim 31, which is similar to now cancelled Claim 29, 
except it has been corrected, as follows: 

The "adapted to" language has been omitted, and positive recitations have been 
substituted for that language, namely: 

"a split ring to encircle and clamp around said cathode ray tube neck" instead of 
"a split ring adapted to encircle and clamp around said cathode ray tube neck"; 

"said connecting means selectively removably locking said split ring around and 
clamping on said cathode ray tube neck" instead of "said connecting mean being adapted 
to removably lock said split ring around and clamp on said cathode ray tube neck".; 

The limitations which the examiner said were argued but not in the claims have 
now been added to the claims, as follows: 

2 

PACE 2/7 * RCVD AT 3/22/2006 2:03:07 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-5/11 » DNIS:2738300 ■ CSID: * DURATION <mm-ss):02.14 


M.RR 22 200G 12:54PM HP LASERJET 3200 


"said remote stand-off end being spaced from said wing to maintain said 
circuit board a distance away from said tube neck" instead of "said remote stand- 
off end being spaced apart from said wing. . . 
Base Claim 31 now also positively recites that element that -said wings (are) separating said ring 
from said stand-offs—, as suggested by the examiner. 

Applicant also now presents new Claim 32, which is similar to now cancelled Claim 30, 
which eliminates the "adapted to" language objected to by the examiner and now positively 
recites the claim elements; and this claim also recites the structure of the stand-off end which is 
"to maintain said circuit board a distance away from said tube neck", and that the i4 wings (are) 
separatingsaid ring from said stand-offs". 

New Claim 33, is dependent upon new Claim 32, and expressly recites the structure of 
the embodiment shown in Figures 6 - 1 1, namely that the wing like structure 61, which carries 
the stand-offs 65, is free of the ring connecting means 56(a) and 56(b). This structure permits 
the printed circuit board connection to remain stable while the ring is being connected around the 
tube neck. No other cited patent, alone or in combination with another patent or patents, teaches 
such a structure which allows the user to tighten the clamp without affecting the leg position on 
the circuit board. These claims are believed allowable.. 

Cha's split ring (holder 22) and plate (27) and circuit board connections (tabs 29) are 
flush (col. 3, lines 13-14) and do not space the board from the tube. Cha's circuit board 1 is 
arranged flush to the split ring and plate, and that structure is not only different than but contrary 
to the teaching of applicant's invention, where the board is expressly taught as spaced from the 
ring and any structure resembling the plate. The suggestion of Cha is to secure the circuit board 
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against the plate. Park also teaches rigid interface connection of a circuit board 30 or 100 to a 
Rear cover lib, which is arranged against the conventional neck section 1 2 of the CRT (see Figs. 
1-2 and 4 of Park). 

Wenk does not cure these omissions. Wenk certainly teaches a clamp which can be 
attached to a pipe or the like, but no where in Wenk is there any suggestions that a circuit board 
can be arranged on the clarap structure (encircling the pipe-like member) by outriggers or the 
like which space the circuit board (mounted on stand-offs) away from the clamp. 

Dependent Claims 18 and 20 include all the limitations of their parent Claim 31, and is 
believed allowable for the reasons argued above. The objectionable "adapted to" language has 
also been removed from Claim 18/ 

A total of five claims remain in this application. All other claims in this application have 
been cancelled. Only new Claims 30-33 and dependent Claims 18 and 20 remain in the case. 
Applicant also submits that the claims as now presented place the claims in condition for appeal, 
and their entry is respectfully solicited. 


Faier & Faier P.C. 

566 W. Adams St #600 

Chicago, IL. 60661 

312/382-9500 

Fax: 312/382-9200 

Email: mmfaier@faier. com 



Respectfully submitted, 
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